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Introduction 
Since the middle of the 20
th
 century, both the family dynamics of the western 
world, and the view on literacy have changed. We have also seen an 
exponential development in new technology and the world has become 
“smaller” because of the development in communication technologies. Today, 
most people in the western world can just as easily have a face-to-face 
conversation with someone on the other side of the world, as they can with 
their neighbor. At the same time, we have seen the family dynamics and values 
change from a traditionalistic nuclear family to a diverse range of family types. 
These developments have stirred our interest for researching what kind of 
correlation exists between the literacies and the family dynamics. We see 
certain similarities between the two, and therefore assume that some sort of 
relationship exists. We want to investigate the type of relationship by 
comparing the social constructs of the two developments. In order to do this, 
we will divide this project report into three parts. 
First we will look into the different kinds of literacies, the development of them, 
and, perhaps most importantly, how they are constructed. We will look at how 
the view on literacy has changed from being functionalistic, where literacy was 
just a tool that made you able to read and write, to being a much more 
complicated and diverse range of literacies depending on things such as social 
context. 
Next we will go into the family dynamics of the Baby Boom Generation (born 
1946-1964) and the Net Generation (born 1977-1997), as well as a theory on 
socialization. We will try to elucidate the societal and family values of the two 
generations, and how they affected the socialization of the members of the 
generations – though we will also critizise the way these generations are 
defined, since they seem to be based on generalizations. 
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In the final part, there will be an analysis and a discussionof the relationship 
between the development of the literacies and the family dynamics. We are 
here especially interested in the change in the power relations in a Foucaultian 
sense. 
  
Research Question 
How do the literacies and the family dynamics, of the western world from 1946 
to present time, correlate? 
 
Delimitations 
We will limit ourselves to studies of two generations of North American families 
– the Baby Boom generation, where the children are born between 1946 and 
1964, and the Net generation, where the children are born between 1977 and 
1997. 
Families with children of the baby boom generation spans over 4 decades – the 
children born in the 1960’s are still young in the 1970’s – and to avoid having to 
compare too many different family structures, we will be focusing on the 1950’s 
and early 1960’s. With the Net Generation, we will mainly look at the families of 
the 1990’s and 2000’s. 
Furthermore, we will focus on a stereotypical family of white, middle class, 
living in a suburban environment when comparing the two generations as seen 
in the family.  
  
Methodology 
This project is based on ideas from social constructionism, since we are working 
with social constructs. In the part about Literacies, we primarily use authors 
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who write about “New” Literacies, though we bring in some authors with a 
more traditional view on literacy, to show the difference from a more neutral 
point of view. We will do this because the authors in the “New” Literacies 
discourse might have a tendency to emphasize the value of their view at the 
expense of the traditional point of view. We attempt to use the same approach 
throughout the project, since the authors in the “Net Generation” discourse 
also have a tendency to promote the values of the members of the Net 
generation, at the expense of the Baby Boom Generation.  
We have described the Baby Boom Generation mainly based on historical and 
cultural events of their time, since they are often merely made into the 
opposites of the Net Generation in the generation discourse of today. The Net 
Generation, on the other hand, has, to a larger degree, been described as a 
phenomenon, since the discourse today refer to them as such – see, for 
example, Rosen (2007), Tapscott (1998; 2009), Prensky (2006), Palfrey & Gasser 
(2008), Oblinger & Oblinger (2005), etc.  
The analysis and discussion is based loosely on the “Family System Theory” as 
presented by Rosen (2007). This is done to look at the relationship from 
different aspects, without using a structure that highlights only the things 
commonly emphasized in the discourse surrounding the Net Generation. 
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Literacies 
 
In this chapter we will elaborate on the terms “conventional” literacies and 
“New” Literacies, and what is meant by these, seen from a socio-cultural point 
of view, and as social constructs. Thereafter we will be describing the 
development of media and the internet. We will illustrate the move from an 
“expert” based literacyto a collaborative literacy; and from a broadcasting type 
of media to an interactive type. In a later chapter, we will then relate these 
concepts to family dynamics, and try to establish the possible correlation 
between the family dynamics and the literacies. 
By definitionconventionalliteracy focused on printed text, or communicating 
through print, and the basic abilities to read and write. Conventional literacies 
only focused on the printed word; not on images, spoken words, gestures etc. 
(Street, 1984) This was a more functionalistic way of looking at literacies, which 
shifted to a more socio-cultural point of view, during the late 20
th
 century. The 
new way of looking at literacies also includes seeing it as a social construct. 
Which is to say that literacies are shaped by people and society, and are not just 
functional tools.(Gee, 2000) 
It is important to notice that literacies can be seen from two perspectives, the 
functionalistic and the socio-cultural one. Each of these views look at both the 
“Old” and the “New” Literacies. We will be focusing on the literacies seen from 
a socio-cultural point of view, and not the functionalistic one.  
 
Different types of Literacies 
Seen from a socio-cultural perspective, literacy is connected to the individual 
and their cultural background – including values, language, technical skills, 
goals and community values and groups. From this perspective, as you can see 
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in the following quote, you cannot treat the reading and writing (and other 
literacies) independently from all the social parts - like values, context, actions 
and interaction.  
“They are all non-subtractable parts of integrated wholes. 
’Literacy bits' do not exist apart from the social practices in 
which they are embedded and within which they are acquired” 
(Lankshear & Knobel, 2006, p.13) 
Literacies has lately been understood, by the “New Literacy Studies” (NLS) (see 
the chapter on ‘New Literacy Studies’), as also understanding the meaning and 
context of the literacies, and the ability to use different media to communicate. 
Some researchers (Pellegrini et al., 1998), especially within the NLS, include 
talking and listening in the literacies. However, researchers, such as Walter J. 
Ong (1982), call the spoken and listened language orality – not literacy. Another 
word used to describe the oral literacy is oracy.  
This issue of the mix of literacy and oracy is discussed by Kate Stephens (2000). 
She emphasizes that the NLS see them as joint, based on the different cultural 
patterns in which literacies are used – oral and literate. She points out that Ong 
sees the literacies as conventional, and follows the functionalistic view, where 
oral and literate modes are two different entities. (Stephens, 2000 p. 12) 
Basically Ong and other researchers see oracy and literacy as techniques, and 
do not consider them to be social practices (see the chapter on ‘NLS’), as the 
NLS do. The NLS often include oracy in literacies, since it has been possible to 
record sounds for over 100 years, and thus making sound into a text. 
 
New Literacy Studies 
“New Literacy Studies” is a new direction in the academia surrounding 
literacies, which looks at reading and writing as something that only makes 
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sense when it is studied in the context of social and cultural practices. (Gee, 
2000) These people were the first to look at literacies in a different way than 
the traditional - they look at both the conventional and the “New” Literacies 
from a socio-cultural perspective. 
Sylvia Scribner & Michael Cole (1981) describe literacy in different domains of 
practice. There is not only one literacy, but many forms of literacies, all linked to 
different domains of practice. We often see these different domains as 
connected to discourses. Shortly described, discourses aredefined by the norms 
that apply to them –they are the ‘windows’ we see reality through. (Danaher, 
Schirato & Webb, 2000) 
“These discursive windows or explanations shape our 
understanding of ourselves, and our capacity to distinguish the 
valuable from the valueless, the true from the false, and the 
right from the wrong.” (Danaher, Schirato & Webb, 2000, p.31) 
“A domain can be identified with a way of being, and in many cases, as a set of 
cultural beliefs, or a world view.” (Scribner & Cole, 1981 p.13) Sometimes it is 
limited to places, such as school, work, church, etc. Today, however, these areas 
often mix, for example, when studying or working at home. With the advent of 
the World Wide Web, it was no longer so much about places, but more  about 
spaces – you were no longer limited to a geographical place.  
Based on their research, Scribner & Cole (1981) were probably the first to 
recognize literacies as social practices. Another way of showing how New 
Literacy Studies look at Literacy, has been explained by Reder & Devila (2005), 
in the following quote. 
“Rather than seeing literacy as a set of portable, 
decontextualized information processing skills which individuals 
applied, Scribner and Cole reframed literacy as a set of socially 
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organized practices (conceptually parallel to religious practices, 
childrearing practices, etc.) in which individuals engaged” 
(Reder & Devila, 2005) 
 
Conventional vs. “New” Literacies 
If we look at Lankshear & Knobel's (2007) socio-cultural definition of literacies, 
they emphasize on the importance of meaning in a text. Naturally, the meaning 
of the text is always important, but for the literacies it is important to 
understand the right meaning in the right context. They argue that to 
understand the meaning of a text we need to understand who wrote it. By this, 
they mean that we need to know in which discourse the author is, and to what 
audience he/she is writing. They explain this further by pointing out that the 
text might have a more relational meaning than a literal meaning - therefore be 
more connected to particular people within the same discourse. They give 
several examples of the use of internet, where some pages and texts are only 
understandable by 'insiders'. One example is of auctions on eBay, where people 
auction, for example, religious items (in Lankshear & Knobel's example, it was a 
cheese sandwich with an imprint of the Virgin Mary) that only people within 
the same discourse understand. (Lankshear & Knobel, 2007, p.5) 
Conventional literacies, or what we sometimes call “Old” Literacies, are the 
basic skills of reading and writing, but seen from a socio-cultural point of view, 
one has to consider the discourse and context surrounding the text. The “New” 
Literacies, however, are more specified and contains two important factors; 
new 'technical stuff' and new 'ethos stuff'. (Lankshear & Knobel, 2007. p.7) 
These are the two terms that we will now elaborate further on.  
The changes from “Old” to “New” Literacies have emerged simultaneously with 
new technology. Therefore “New” Literacies are often connected to, or 
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considered to be, Digital and Media Literacies, such as text messages, online 
chatting, weblogs (blogs), photo-editing and similar digital technologies. 
However, it is not enough that a literacy has this new 'technical stuff' - it cannot 
be considered among the “New” Literacies unless it also has what Lankshear & 
Knobel (2007, p.7) calls 'ethos stuff'. According to them, the fact that literacy 
has new 'ethos stuff' means that it is more 'participatory', 'collaborative' and 
'distributed' than the “Old” Literacies. Compared to the conventional literacies 
the “New” Literacies are less individual and authoritative. This means that most 
conventional literacies are authoritative, limited, and individually produced. 
However, some of the conventional literacies could contain the new 'ethos 
stuff' but not the new 'technical stuff' and therefore,still not be part of the 
“New” Literacies. Lankshear & Knobel (2007) explains about the new ‘technical 
stuff’, that it: 
“enables people to build and participate in practices that involve 
different kinds of values, sensibilities, norms and procedures and 
so on from those that characterize conventional literacies.” 
(Lankshear & Knobel, 2007, p.7) 
We see the combination of this new 'ethos stuff' and new 'technology stuff' in 
the many online sites, such as Wikipedia and YouTube, where everyone can be 
an author or publisher; and you do not become an ‘expert’, only because of 
your knowledge, but, to a higher degree, because of your popularity. As we see 
it, the ‘authoritative system’ has been replaced with a ‘collaborative system’. 
When we talk about an authoritative system, we refer to the societal system 
where authorities and ‘experts’ were in control and could transmit information. 
The collaborative system refers to the societal system, where the individuals 
and ‘experts’ work in collaboration. According to Don Tapscott (2009), this 
collaboration has a significant influence on the literacies, communication and 
 12
information being shared.  
Lankshear & Knobel also talk about systems, or ways of looking at society - 
however, they call these “mindsets”. (2007 p.11) The first mindset is a “physical-
industrial” mindset. This assumes that new technologies have come into a 
world, where things continue as always, without being affected by the new 
technology.In this mindset, the focus is on the individual as part of the 
production; and expertise and authorities are found in individuals and 
institutions. This is very different from the second mindset, the “cyberspatial-
postindustrial” mindset. In which the world is in constant transformation due to 
new inter-networked technologies. In the ‘cyberspatial-postindustrial’ mindset, 
people change the world by exploring new ways of doing things with the help 
of the new technologies. This is opposed to the first mindset, where people 
went on doing the same familiar things, but just in a 'technologized' way. The 
second mindset also focuses on the 'collectives' as producers; the expertise is 
distributed and collective. We can here make a connection between our 
‘authoritative system’ and the ‘physical-industrial’ mindset, and between the 
‘collaborative system’ and the ‘cyberspatial-postindustrial’ mindset. The “New” 
Literacies clearly falls into this second mindset, with both new 'technical stuff' 
and new 'ethos stuff' (see earlier in this chapter) 
Another distinctive change from the “Old” Literacies to the “New” Literacies is 
that the way we use popular culture now, has turned “into active production: 
the production of consumption.” (Lankshear & Knobel 2007, p.13) To show how 
“New” Literacies have influenced the production process, and how some 
people in the society have changed from being primarily “receivers” of literacy 
to being “producers” of literacy, we will touch on the concept of the prod-user. 
The power relation between author and reader, or publisher and audience, has 
shifted in the “New” Literacies, as the public have become the producers in 
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literacies such as blogs, online games, photo sharing and other similar areas. In 
most of the “New” Literacies, the users become the producers, creating what is 
termed as produsage or a produser (Bruns, 2008, p.22). The most significant 
difference between the product of a traditional producer, and those of a 
produser, is that the producer’s product is a finished product, whereas a 
produser’s product is always evolving and never finished. Another term used in 
the same sense is prosumer (Toffler, 1980) - this is a combination of producer 
and consumer. 
Both terms describe most people using the Web 2.0, which is part of the “New” 
Literacies. The prosumer also has a significant influence on many new or 
modern companies, where the company gets feedback, or direct ideas and 
inspiration from the consumers. Many computer games can also be created 
with your own ideas and creativity. (Tapscott, 2009) These are a few example of 
how the ‘authoritative system’ is replaced by the ‘collaborative system’.  
Where the conventional literacies are more authoritative and expert based – 
e.g. with experts writing the Encyclopedia Britannica, new technologies have 
brought new ways of doing things, e.g. Wikipedia, where everyone can be the 
'experts'. Many new digital technologies have made it possible for ordinary 
peopleto be authors and 'experts', to edit photos and remix music, whereas, 
before, it was limited to the people with special equipment and knowledge 
within the specific field. (Lankshear & Knobel, 2007)  
 
Time-line of the development of the literacies and the media 
In around 1450 Johannes Gutenberg invented the printing press. The printing 
press quickly spread across Europe, bringing forth an information revolution. In 
the 1550s the first monthly newspaper was published in Italy – in America it 
started in 1690. (Norman, 2004-2010) 
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In 1877, Thomas Edison invented the gramophone - creating the first machine 
that could replay sounds. In the same year, Alexander Graham Bell invented the 
telephone. After years with slow development, the first hand-held mobile 
phone came out, about a hundred years later, in the 1970’s – however, this was 
very large, compared to the cell phones we have today, and they could only be 
used for calls. The cell phones that are made today, are small computers, that  
can, for instance, be used to call, send messages with, play music, take pictures, 
go online, and some places they can even be used to transfer money from one 
person to another (Mwakugu, 2007). 
The radio was also invented back in the late 1800's, but not until 1906 was it 
used for radio audio broadcast in America. Around 10 years later, it was 
considered “a household utility” in the US. (Norman, 2004-2010) 
The television (TV) was invented in the mid 1920’s in the United Kingdom, but  
it was not generally available to the mass public, in the United States (US), until 
the late 1940’s. The use of TV in the home, rapidly increased after World War II, 
and by the 1960’s there was a TV in almost every home in the US, and more 
than one in some homes. The TV and the radio have not changed much  
compared to the telephone and computer. Besides changing format - TV, for 
example, going from black and white to color, and analog to digital, and a few 
changes with the radio - the functions of the television and radio remains the 
same as in the beginning of the century. These media, along with the 
newspapers and magazines, stayed the preferred source of information for a 
long time, but was slowly taken over by the internet, which in 2005 became the 
most used source of information, according to Amit Agarwal (2009). 
The first massproduced – and inexpensive - computer was produced in 1975, 
and became available for the family. In the year 2000 around 50 percent of 
homes in the US had a personal computer. (Newburger, 2001)  
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The internet, or more specifically the function of the internet, has changed 
rapidly over the last 30-40 years. When it was first invented, as ARPANET in 
1968, the main purpose was to share information between host computers. 
During the 1970’s the Arpanet was used among university and high school 
students and professors, and community networks were created. 
In the 1980's, several word processors, image databases and photo editor 
programs were created. In 1989 the email moved from the intra-net to the 
internet – a global network of computers - and soon after the World Wide Web 
(WWW) was created. The WWW is often understood as the internet, 
nevertheless it is only a system on the internet, where, for example, documents 
and sites can be shared and seen by all internet users. It was created at CERN, 
the European Organization for Nuclear Research.  
“The idea was to connect hypertext with the Internet and 
personal computers, thereby having a single information 
network (…). Hypertext would enable users to browse easily 
between texts on web pages using links” (CERN, 2008) 
Search engines made it possible to search for information on the internet, and 
share it with people around the world. Images, videos and personal stories 
were shared, through weblogs (blogs); and the first Wiki, the WikiWikiWeb, and 
online sale (eBay) was created.  
In the middle of the 1990's wireless internet also made it possible to use the 
internet from your mobile phone, and by 1996 people sent more emails than 
'snail mail'. (Norman, 2004-2010) 
From the late 1990's and up until today, several network sites have evolved, 
where people share information, videos, music, personal stories and pictures. 
Some examples are: Napster, YouTube, MySpace, Facebook, iTunes, Flickr, 
Twitter, LinkedIn, Classmates.com, Avatars Online and the music sharing 
 
website Audimated.com. One of the
Facebook, and you can see small 'Like' button 
to your personal Facebook feed. (Raphael, 2010)
Fig. 1. illustrates the development of the specific literac
are focusing on. With this time
developed over the last 100 years. Looking at the last 2 decades, we notice how 
the biggest differences have happened online with many new  Web 2.0 
websites  emerging (see following chapter).
Fig. 1. A chronological time
 
Web 2.0 
The term Web 2.0 was popularized in 2004, when Tim O'Reilly held the O'Reilly 
Media Web 2.0 conference. The term does not describe a new version of 
internet as such, but rather how the internet is being used in a different way. It 
is associated with websites that focuses on interactive information sharing, 
16
 major social network sites (SNS) today, is 
on many websites
 
ies and media that we 
-line it is clear to see how the media have 
 
-line of the literacies and media.  
, linking directly 
 
the 
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user-generated content, and collaboration. It is also here that we see the 
prosumer and the produsers in action. Web 2.0 includes websites such as blogs, 
wikis, SNS - like facebook and twitter - and file-sharing sites, such as YouTube. 
(O'Reilly, 2005) 
Tim O'Reilly (2005) describes the different websites of Web 1.0 and Web 2.0, 
and it is clear to see that the internet applications and sites from Web 1.0 do 
not contain the new 'ethos stuff' needed to make it “New” Literacies. The Web 
1.0 consists mainly of websites by a publisher and with an end product, 
whereas the Web 2.0 websites are mainly produser based, with user-generated 
content, and made in collaboration with internet users around the world. 
With the Web 1.0 websites, the users are not part of the making; they are only 
receivers of the informational product created by the producer or publisher. 
There is no collaboration, no produser, and they are created by an authority, or 
an expert. This fits into the ‘physical-industrial’ mindset, described by 
Lankshear & Knobel (2007), as a more functionalistic approach to production 
and consumption. Web 2.0 sites are characterized by their post-industrialized 
view, focusing on service, collaboration and collective participation. A good 
example of a website where the public can share their knowledge, as an 
'expert' and produser, is Wikipedia.org. It was created in 2001, and is an 
encyclopedia created by collaboration rather than publishing. Wikipedia 
“embraces the power of the web to harness collective intelligence” (O’Reilly, 
2005).  
Most of these characteristics of the Web 2.0, contain what Lankshear & Knobel 
(2007) connects with the new 'ethos stuff', and the main parts of these sites are 
created on the basis of new 'technical stuff' (as mentioned in chapter 
Conventional vs. “New” Literacies). The combination of these - new ‘ethos stuff’ 
and new ‘technical stuff’ - makes Web 2.0 a part of the “New” Literacies. 
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From Broadcast to Interactive Communication 
The previously illustrated time-line and the description of the Web 2.0 clearly 
show how the media and the literacies have changed over time. Radio, TV and 
internet have gone from being primarily broadcasting media, to being 
interactive and collaborative. Even magazines and news companies make use of 
public contributions. An example of this is BBC, who in 2005 initiated a User 
Generated Content (UGC) Hub. After the London Bombings in June they 
received a large amount of information, photos, text messages and emails, 
from the public, thus demonstrating the invaluable use of UGC. In 2006 BBC 
launched an all-UGC news program called 'Your News'. This was the first news 
program to use exclusively UGC materials. (Dry, 2006) 
When studying the literacies and the media we see a significant change from 
broadcast to interactive literacies and communication. In the 1950's literacies 
and media were primarily used for broadcasting, in the sense that TV, Radio 
and Magazines were used to give information from experts, or recognized 
scholars, to the public. Here we see ideas similar to those of the ‘physical-
industral’ mindset; as presented by Lankshear & Knobel (2007) earlier in the 
chapter on ‘Conventional vs. “New” Literacies’. Today we look at literacy and 
new media as interactive, and part of our social practices, which are clearly part 
of the “cyberspatial-postindustrial” mindset. 
In the following chapter we will explain the two different generations, and 
afterward connect the literacies and different media to the different ways it was 
used within the families.  
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Two Generations 
 
In this chapter we will try to clarify the two terms ‘Baby Boom Generation’ and 
‘Net Generation’, seen as social constructs. First off we will illustrate the 
concept of a Generation and then look at socialization, as that is an important 
part of generations and family dynamics. We will look at the societalvalues and 
the family values of the two generations, and make a small critique. Then we 
will shortly show the development in the family dynamics from the Baby Boom 
Generation to the Net Generation, before we move on to the discussion 
chapter.  
In this chapter we will take a look at socialization, and what this concept 
entails, and then go on to describe two well-known generations, the Baby 
Boom Generation and the Net Generation. We will take a look at the family 
values and dynamics of the two generations, and try to deconstruct the two 
terms, before we go on to connect them to the literacies described in the 
previous chapters. 
 
The Concept of a Generation 
The word “generation” can refer both to the familial generation - the children, 
parents, grandparents etc. - and to the cultural generation - a group of people, 
who were born in the same time range and share the same cultural 
experiences. Hence, the different names of generations depend on the cultural 
location, in which they are defined. For example, we cannot say that African 
children, born between 1977 and 1997, are part of the Net Generation, since 
they did not experience the same cultural changes with the internet, as in the 
Western world. So when looking at a generation, it is important to see it in a 
cultural and societal context.  
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“Significant macro-level social, political, and economic events 
that occurred during a birth cohort’s impressionable pre-adult 
years result in a generational identity comprised of a distinctive 
set of values, beliefs, expectations, and behaviors that remain 
relatively stable throughout a generation’s lifetime.”(Ralstom & 
Egri, 2004. p.210) 
According to Inglehart (1997), recent generations who grew up during socio-
economic and physical insecurity learned modernist survival values and those 
who grew up in secure times learned postmodern values.  
We can see this difference if we look at the generation who grew up during the 
war period in the first half of the 20
th
 century. These people grew up to be 
parents with great respect for authority and were economically determined, 
and their children, who were raised in a 'safer' period, the 1950-1960's, 
became more individual and tolerant of diversity. (Ralstom & Egri, 2004) We 
will elaborate further on this, in a later chapter. 
  
Socialization 
Before we can even begin to understand the effect of family, literacies or mass 
media on the individual, we need to understand the concept of socialization – 
and before we can do that, we need to understand and define a few other 
terms. It should be noted that this is based on socialization as Jørgen Pauli 
Jensen (1983), a Danish professor in psychology, explains it. There are, however, 
many other ways to understand socialization. 
Using Jensen’s view on socialization means that we are looking at socialization 
primarily from a (socio)psychological point of view - we are interested in the 
behavior of the individual in the family setting.  
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If we assume that actions and goals are important, in western society at least, 
we can further subdivide actions into two categories, according to Jensen 
(1983). On one hand we have what we could call “automatisms” – these are the 
reflexes and habits we perform automatically, like sneezing or blinking to 
remove foreign objects from the body, or like dressing and undressing. These 
examples are, of course, things most of us learn very early in our lives; however, 
automatisms also include routine work at a factory, where the worker no longer 
needs to think to perform the job. The other type of actions, are what Jensen 
(1983) calls “productive actions”, which are what also separates us from 
animals. These actions are characterized by reflexivity and creativity, they 
cannot be standardized (at least not with results of the same quality) – these 
are things like cooking a good meal, playing sports, or writing a project. As we 
will see later, automatisms are gained mainly through primary socialization; 
they are the things we assimilate into our behavior. In this way, socialization is 
what shapes our personalities and makes us who we are; we will elaborate 
further on this shortly.  
Common for all actions is that they have certain outer and inner motivations or 
conditions. Inner motivations/conditions might be the way we see the world, 
our understanding of ourselves, or the way we interpret a given situation. An 
example could be the classic one, with the person who seems very angry or 
hostile, but is actually just afraid and/or insecure. Here, the inner and outer 
conditions of the action are very different. 
In much the same way groups have both “inner” (implicit) and “outer” (explicit) 
norms. Since most people, at least in the western world, are in groups most of 
the time – like family, peer groups, sports or theater clubs, etc. - their identity, 
and thus our inner and outer motivations/conditions, are affected greatly by 
these groups. (Jensen, 1983)  
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With the internet came the ability to join groups across the traditional divides 
of things, like age, gender, race, geographic location etc. (Gee, 2004) This might 
have some effects on how much the individual is affected by groups and on the 
definition of a “group”. How to define these online “groups” will be discussed in 
the chapter on ‘The Shift in Power Relations’. 
Jensen (1983) gives an example of a student who interrupts a lecturer at a 
university three times in very impolite ways and then leaves in the middle of 
the lecture. The other students in the class were then told it was a planned 
experiment, and were asked what their thoughts were when the student had 
interrupted the lecturer – they had generally found it very annoying and had 
felt a sense of “community” after the student had left. The rude student had 
violated one of the implicit rules of that group, where if he had come to the 
lecture naked or unprepared he would have violated an explicit rule of the 
group.  
However, understanding individuals and groups is not quite enough to 
understand socialization; there is one more level, and a very important factor as 
well. According to Jensen (1983), there are three “social levels”. The two that 
we have just described are the individual and the social/societal institutions 
(the family, the sports club, school, work, etc.). The third level is the political, 
economic and ideological structure of the society – this structure is negotiated 
mainly between the state/nation and the international organizations of 
different kinds – UN, NATO, The World Bank, Greenpeace, etc. These three 
levels all influence each other, and are all influenced by the “social inheritance”, 
which is the sum of culture, norms and values that we are born into. The point 
of going through all of these concepts and terms is to show that socialization is 
a very difficult concept to research, since an individual is influenced by so many 
different groups, structures and concepts. Nevertheless, we do not just see an 
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individual as being someone passive, who is shaped by whatever he/she comes 
into contact with, which brings us to the definition of “socialization”. 
Socialization is the dialectical process between the three previously mentioned 
levels, and the social inheritance. This provides both a stable society, based on 
the cultural and social capital of the previous generations, as well as providing a 
possible renewal of the values, norms and practices of the society.  
 Socialization has been defined in many ways, but in the definition that we are 
working with, the individual is an active participant in the socialization, and not 
just something “to render social, to make fit for living in society.” as it says in 
The Oxford Dictionary of the English Language from 1828. (Jensen, 1983, p. 23)  
Nevertheless, there are traditionally two “forms” of socialization – the primary 
and the secondary. Primary socialization is also called “close-contact 
socialization”, and is understood as the socialization at the earliest stages of life, 
before the child starts daycare or kinder garden. This particular form of 
socialization is not dialectical to the same extent as the secondary socialization 
– which happens in connection with school, mass media, work and various 
other groups. (Jensen, 1983) 
In this way, the primary socialization is the main origin of our automatisms; it is 
where we learn the implicit (and explicit) rules of the society we are born into. 
Our socialization is affected by the ideological structure of our society – the 
values, norms and practices important in the country we are born in. In the US 
the ideological structure is based on the constitution, and the pledge of 
allegiance, which emphasize the importance of freedom and justice for all and 
the belief in Christianity (“In God We Trust” is the motto of the US, and can be 
found on all $-bills). Our Socialization is also based on the contemporary 
societal values of the family – the expectations and values attributed to “the 
family” as a societal institution. And finally, our socialization is based on the 
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habitus/social inheritance of the people in our primary group(s). 
  
Socialization in the Family 
Before we can discuss socialization in the family, we need to discuss what “the 
family” is in this context. It seems like there is an endless amount of definitions 
of what a family is today, and it often becomes a somewhat heated discussion if 
you start debating what can be called a “family”. However, the “family” in this 
project is defined as one or more adults living with one or more children, where 
the adults are taking part in physical, psychological and social child-related 
tasks. This could be single parents male or female with one or more children, 
multigenerational families, families with two same-sex parents, or families with 
more than two adults who function as parents. Children in these families can be 
either biological or adopted. The social reproduction of the children is the key 
defining point of a family in this project.  
One of the perhaps most interesting traits of the family, is that it is both a 
social/societal institution, and a primary group. In a socio-psychological context, 
three things characterize the primary group. Firstly, it is a relatively lasting 
group – it does not dissolve or change members like the group in a waiting 
room or a political party might. Second, it is a small group of people who are in 
close contact – often daily face-to-face contact. And third, it is a non-specialized 
group – members of the group see each other as “whole persons” with many 
aspects, they are able to discuss many subjects, including emotional ones. 
(Jensen, 1983) The fact, that a family is a primary group, also means that it is 
responsible for the primary socialization, which has been found to be a very 
important basis for the development of a person. (Jensen, 1983) 
Secondary groups on the other hand are often characterized by the opposite 
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traits – they are often large, members are rarely in close-contact with the 
majority of other members and are often anonymous to most. (Jensen, 1983) 
There are many different things that can influence the socialization of/in the 
family, and we want to make sure the reader understands that socialization is a 
very complicated subject. We can point to possible relationships and general 
trends, but it is impossible to say exactly what causes what. 
Because of this we will primarily look at the family as a societal institution – 
that is to say, the way we (as a society) have constructed the family. We will 
look at the values, norms and practices that we attribute to the average 
suburban, white, middle-class American family.  
 
Socialization and Mass Media 
 “To live with mass media is not something you choose – it is 
something you are born into – in this part of the world. This 
relationship starts very early and has … decisive impact on your 
understanding of the self and the world you live in.” (Rasmussen 
& Varming 1976, as cited in Jensen, 1983, p. 47, our 
translation
1
)  
Most people in the western world would probably agree with this, to some 
extent at least, which means that the mass media has a significant role in the 
socialization of the child. According to Huston, Zillmann & Bryant (1994) mass 
media is distinct from other (secondary) socializing agents in at least three 
important ways. First – for children - the contact primarily happens at home in 
an informal family setting. Second, the media content is, largely, not made for 
education or development, but for entertainment. Third, the exposure begins 
                                                 
1Original text: ”At leve sammen med massemedierne er ikke noget man vælger – det er noget man fødes til – i 
denne del af verden. Dette samliv begynder meget tidligt og har ... afgørende betydning for ens opfattelse af 
selvet og omverdenen.” 
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already in infancy, most children will have watched hundreds of hours of 
television long before they enter the formal educational system. The mass 
media in question here is, primarily, television and similar media – ones that do 
not require ‘complicated’ skills, like reading and writing. 
It is somewhat tricky to go into the discussion about socialization and mass 
media, since you will quickly meet two of the main topics - violence and sex - 
and how these influence children. (Huston, Zillmann & Bryant, 1994) We will 
attempt to stay out of these two topics as best we can, since there is very little 
longitudinal research in the field, and many very strong opinions on it. We are 
of the conviction that sex and violence in media has some influence on 
children, but that it is neither necessarily positive, nor negative. What effect 
media content, in general, has on children, is very dependent on the individual, 
and the context in which they experience it.  
The only further thing to mention on this subject, before we move on to the 
generations, is that it is important to remember, that it is not only the children 
being influenced by the mass media. They also influence adults and family 
structures and values; and individuals and groups also influence the mass 
media, since the mass media mostly broadcast what the audience wants to see. 
(Huston, Zillmann & Bryant, 1994) We will go further into the relationship 
between families, children and the media in part three. 
  
The Baby Boom Generation 
Since we are dealing with socialization, we are talking about the Baby Boom 
generation when they were children; today, of course, they are between 64 and 
46 years old, which mean that many of them are the parents of the people in 
the Net Generation. There are a few different opinions on which time period 
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exactly, the Baby Boom Generation are born in. In this project we will adhere to 
Tapscott’s (2009) view, based on demographics, and statistics from the U.S. 
Census Bureau, which says that the people born between 1946 and 1964 are 
the “Baby Boomers”, as this seems to be the generally accepted definition (See 
the graph below). However, Tapscott (2009) argues that it could also be based 
on cultural and societal events, since this generation is characterized as being 
born into the post-war (WWII) years. 
 
(Graph from Tapscott, 2009, p. 12, vertical lines and Generations added) 
First, we will look at the societal values, present when the Baby Boomers were 
born. Then we will look at the way in which the family was portrayed as a fairly 
stable and defined unit. We will finish this chapter on the Baby Boom 
Generation, by providing a criticism of the concept. 
  
Societal Values of the Baby Boom Generation 
The Baby Boom Generation, especially the early part of it, was born into a time, 
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when society was returning to norms and values, which were strongly 
reminiscent of the Victorian morals. 
“Parenting and domestic duties were defined primarily as the 
wife’s prerogative, whereas the bread-winning function was 
assigned to the husband. Marriage in those days could not be 
easily broken, whether for reasons of financial dependency, law 
or stigma.” (Barrett & Kukhareva, 2010, p. 27) 
Before World War II and the Great Depression, this was still reality for the 
average American family. Though many women were actually working part time 
to make ends meet, they were not viewed as stable, or very competent, and 
were paid half of what a man would get for the same work. Children were also 
wage earners and made important economic contributions to the family until 
the late 30’s, when child labor was banned. (Jacobson & Rappaport, 2010; 
Reese, 2010) 
The Great Depression, which started with the Wall Street Crash of 1929, and 
was followed by World War II, acted as a catalyst on society. During the Great 
Depression, it was primarily the men who lost their jobs, so the women had to 
join the workforce to make ends meet for the families. When the Great 
Depression was ending, World War II came and the men had to leave their 
families, keeping the women in the work force. You might assume that this 
signified a revolution of the Victorian gender roles, but the children who grew 
up in these families, with disrupted gender roles, ended up being much more 
likely to embrace the traditional gender roles when they grew up. This meant 
that with the parents of the Baby Boom Generation we witnessed a return to 
the Victorian heritage when it came to the duties of the parents. (Jacobsen & 
Rappaport, 2010)  
In the United States, child labor had been banned only eight years before the 
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first Baby Boomer was born, so the concept of “childhood” was very new at this 
point. The 1950’s also witnessed the birth of the “Teenager” – these events 
cemented the new attitude towards children. This was caused by a shift in the 
kind of value attributed to children. In the 19
th
 and early 20
th
 century, children 
were considered an economic asset; they would bring home wages and take 
care of their parents when they could no longer take care of themselves. 
However, with the new social welfare system, where the state started to take 
over the duty of care, which used to belong solely to the family, the 
abolishment of child labor and school becoming mandatory, children were no 
longer an economic “investment”. Now, they became valued for themselves 
instead – they gained sentimental value. This also meant that there was a much 
larger focus on social support for children – education, pediatrics, children’s 
rights, etc. (Barret & Kukhareva, 2010; Hawes & Hiner, 2010) 
The 1950’s were also characterized by segregation and racism; it was a “mono-
cultural” time. The suburban, white, middle-class families, which are the focus 
of this project, generally did not mingle with other classes, races or religions. At 
this time, the average American family had a religion founded in Christianity, 
with a dash of Judaism and a large portion of patriotism, which we can see in 
the following quote. (Pahl, 2010) 
“The civil religion of the United States emerged in the twentieth-
century as a hybrid of Judeo-Christian discourses and practices 
with national symbols and rituals. “One nation under God” has 
expressed itself in parades, national holidays like Flag Day and 
Memorial Day, ritual songs like “The Star Spangled Banner”, …” 
(Pahl, 2010, p. 169) 
The Baby Boom Generation, however, would see the religious directions 
diversify, during the Vietnam War and the Cold War. During this period, the 
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Christian organizations, that nearly everyone was a member of, would take 
opposing stands – either opposing the wars, or condoning them in the name of 
patriotism. (Pahl, 2010) 
The post-war (WWII) years would also bring the rise of the “suburbs”, due to 
the building of highways and the rising sales in cars. In 1953, 20 percent of 
Americans lived in suburbs, mostly white middle-class families. The suburban 
life, however, also meant that there was no longer a stable local community, 
since the suburbs saw new families moving into 40 percent of the houses every 
year.  This prevented the rise of stable local communities, because people did 
not live in the same place long enough to form them. This resulted in the young 
families not having their extended families nearby, or a local community to find 
models for family living – which meant that the socialization of the way the 
families functioned changed significantly. Now, the young families would see 
the models of family living, in magazines and TV; especially women’s magazines 
provided answers to the problems of daily life. (Andreasen, 1994) 
These magazines provided the portrait of the perfect housewife, that has 
become almost legend, and is used in movies, TV series and computer games 
today - see for examples: Fallout 3 (Computer game), Mona Lisa Smile (Movie) 
and certain episodes of NCIS (TV series). This housewife was immaculate – she 
was beautiful, well dressed and wore make-up and a permanent smile while 
she cooked, cleaned and cared for her perfect children. (Search “1950’s 
housewife” on Google Image for examples) 
We have now painted a picture of the society of the 1950’s, where the women 
were returned to being housewives, and the men returned to being the 
breadwinners. However, the children were now valued for themselves and were 
well taken care of and sent to school, where they would actually have a good 
chance of getting an education, something that had been reserved for the 
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upper class until this point. The gender roles would start to change radically in 
the late 1960’s, but during the time, where the Baby Boomers were born, the 
society was still very mono-cultural, and there was not much room for being 
different than the norm. (Barrett & Kukhareva, 2010) 
 
The Family Dynamic of the Baby Boom Generation 
The Family Dynamics were very influenced by the societal values of the time. 
The family was patriarchal, but the mother handled the home and the 
parenting. This was reflected in the popular TV series of the time – “Leave it to 
Beaver”, “I Love Lucy”, “The Munsters”, “The Flintstones”, etc. (Olen, 2009) 
“Leave it to Beaver”, a TV series, which ran from 1957 to 1963, is perhaps the 
most exemplary of the social construct of family life in the 1950’s, though it was 
not necessarily very realistic. The main character was the young Theodore 
“Beaver” Cleaver, who lived with his father (Ward), mother (June) and his older 
brother (Wally) - the episodes would always have some sort of morale to teach 
the families who watched them. The parents were “model parents”; they never 
raised their voices, but gave good sound advice instead. The father was the 
breadwinner and worked at an office, but always had time for his family. The 
mother was a perfect housewife, and also always had time for the children and 
kept the house to an impeccable standard. The children would never get in 
serious trouble, but would at most have minor accidents or commit minor 
mischief. It was the picture of a perfect family, which families could then try to 
live up to.  
Naturally, the reality was somewhat different than the ideal portrayed in “Leave 
it to Beaver”. Though the gender roles in the family in the 1950’s were largely as 
they were portrayed in the show, the parents would not have as much time or 
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as neat a home as the Cleaver’s did. The women wanted to go back to work and 
to have something to do, since the traditional housewife duties were 
disappearing. By the late 1950’s, families had embraced the TV dinner – a 
frozen dinner that you just needed to heat up – and the fast food chains were 
spreading, so the woman no longer needed to slave in the kitchen to provide 
food for the family. The decrease in household responsibilities, lead to women 
being bored at home, and resulted in them starting the feminist movement; 
soon after, women would be burning their bras and claiming independence. By 
the late 1960’s divorce became much easier with the no-fault divorce legislation 
and women had started to reenter the labor force. (Andreasen, 1994; Jacobsen 
& Rappaport, 2010; Barret & Kukhareva, 2010; Jellison, 2010) 
The new family dynamics and views on gender roles could be seen in later TV 
shows like “The Brady Bunch” and “The Mary Tyler More Show” – the former is 
about a blended family and the latter is about a single woman in her 30’s who 
has never been married.   
However, there was also the new concept of being a “Teenager”, which arose 
with the Baby Boom Generation. During the mid and late 1950’s Rock and Roll 
became very popular among teenagers, and created the first “generation gap” 
between parents, who were sure that this new music was the work of the devil 
and would corrupt their children, and their children – a gap that we have later 
seen with violence and sex in TV and later on the internet and in video games. 
(Cox, 1997-2009) 
In many ways, this was the beginning of the tradition of “teenage rebellion”. 
Before this time, teenagers had to be fairly serious, since they were required to 
work and to help their family and defend their country. However, because the 
parents of the Baby Boom Generation had experienced the Great Depression 
and World War II, they were much more focused on providing their children the 
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safety a good education gives. The economic boom that came after WWII also 
meant that these parents could afford to send their children to college, 
especially for the last of the Baby Boom Generation, where the women had 
entered the labor force again. (Jacobson & Rappaport, 2010; Barret & 
Kukhareva, 2010) 
  
Criticism of the Concept 
Now, that we have described the social construct of the Baby Boom Generation, 
several major flaws become apparent. First of all the Baby Boom Generation is 
defined as including everyone born inside a time span of 19 years. During these 
19 years we see women returning to the home only to start entering the labor 
force again; we see family values changing from a very normalized traditional 
structure to one that is being provoked and starts to become more fluid in the 
1960’s. During this time, we also see the change from a family that listened to 
the radio and talked with each other, to a TV family that eats each their own TV 
dinner in front of the TV in the “family room”. It follows, then, that the earliest 
Baby Boomers were born into families, who were not yet considering buying a 
TV; who were mostly broke, after almost two decades of bad economy; and 
who saw marriage as the only normal way of life. This can be seen as compared 
to the latest members of the Baby Boom generation, who were born into 
families, where TV was considered a household item – and even used as a 
babysitter, at times; where the economy was looking better than it had, since 
the 1920’s; and where the feminist movement was starting, and the no-fault 
divorce legislation was in the works. (Andreasen, 1994; Jacobson & Rappaport, 
2010; Jellison, 2010) Logically, this entails that the earliest and the latest 
members of the generation, are socialized in very different ways, and this is 
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before you even consider that the latest members will remain teenagers until 
the early 1980’s. 
Another problem is that the discourse surrounding the Baby Boom Generation 
is very generalizing and stereotypical in nature. In literature today the Baby 
Boom Generation is spoken of as people who are digitally illiterate, who needs 
everything one thing at a time and step by step, and who are generally old-
fashioned. (Tapscott, 2009; Prensky, 2006) However, this is not necessarily a 
true representation of the Baby Boomers, since many of the creators of the 
new technologies we see and use today, are members of the Baby Boom 
Generation (Some examples: Steve Jobs, born 1955; Bill Gates, born 1955; Peter 
Molyneux, born 1959; Sid Meier, born 1954).  
 
 
The “Net Generation” 
In this chapter, we will take a closer look at the Net Generation. There is no 
definite time frame specifying the exact period, in which this generation was 
born, however, we will refer to Don Tapscott’s (2009) research, which states 
that the Net Generation are born between 1977 and 1997. He bases these 
years on demographics, which shows a second baby boom during these years. 
Nevertheless, he argues that the people of this generation were the first to 
grow up surrounded by digital media and, for the latest members, also the 
internet. First, we will take a closer look at what the Net Generation is, next we 
will describe the values of this generation, and lastly we will present the family 
dynamics of this generation, before ending the chapter with a criticism of the 
concept. 
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Societal Values of the Net Generation 
The Net Generation grew up in a society that could be seen as post-industrial. It 
was a time of significant globalization, where the new technologies made it 
easier to communicate with people from many different cultures; which was 
causing an increasing multi-culturalism. Globalization created greater 
interdependence between countries, however, mainly in the western world. An 
example of globalization in the 1980’s could be seen in the products, which, 
after their appearance, soon became global – like the computer game Space 
Invaders. Space Invaders was not only popular in America and Japan but 
became a worldwide phenomenon. Many computer games became very 
popular in that period. It even triggered a public debate about their 
addictiveness and influence on young people. (Thompson, 2007) 
Ronald Reagan, who was the president in the 1980’s, became an 
unquestionable symbol in the US. During his cadence, America experienced the 
monopolization of the American industry. He put an emphasis on free 
enterprise and unhampered capitalism. In his campaign, he promised a return 
to the old values of the 1960’s, however, he actually sped up the process of 
modernization at every level. He tried to convince people that the “American 
Dream” - a promise of prosperity, justice and freedom - is still alive, and that 
the people do not have to be afraid of the cultural diversification, which was 
perceived by many groups as a threat. (Kuhre, 1992) 
The 1980’s, in the US, was a time where special interest groups fought to 
increase their rights, wealth and acceptance. Jews, Blacks, Hispanics, Native 
Americans, Gays, Lesbians, Asians – they all were insisting on liberty and 
acceptance. However, despite Regan’s assurances about stability, society 
started to become more divided – it was becoming more ‘multi-cultural’. Many 
Americans welcomed the emancipation as a positive change and an important 
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step towards a more multi-cultural society. Nevertheless, many groups, mostly 
conservatives were afraid of the fragmentation of society, and were fighting 
against the changes, which, according to them, were going to have a negative 
impact on society. (Kuhre, 1992) 
The reflection and the values of the society were also expressed in many TV 
shows. Especially “The Cosby Show”, which ran 1984 and 1992, became 
popular. “The Cosby Show” portrayed an African-American family who lived in 
Brooklyn Heights in New York. The main character was Heathcliff Huxtable. He 
was a doctor who lived with his wife Clair Huxtable, who was an attorney, and 
their 5 children. The oldest daughter Sondra, who was already an adult, lived 
on her own. The goal of presenting such a situation was to show the audience 
the positive value, of the success in raising a child. Besides presenting everyday 
life of the Huxtable family, the show also touched upon important issues 
concerning typical families, in the 1980’s, such as teenage pregnancy. Even 
though it was a comedy, it often provided valuable educational messages.  
“The Cosby Show”, like the “Leave It to Beaver” show, portrayed an ideal 
picture of a family, but not necessarily a realistic one. It showed the ‘model 
parents’ of the time, who had time for the successful jobs, while spending time 
at home with their children. The important thing to note about “The Cosby 
Show” Is that it confronts the traditional ideas of the gender roles and the 
racial segregation, which could still be seen in the society. 
In the 1990's, the TV show “Beverly Hills, 90210” was very popular. This TV 
series, which ran from 1990 to 2000, showed a group of teenagers – who later 
became young adults – who lived in the rich area “Beverly Hills”. Even though 
they were all in the upper level of society, and had wealthy parents, big houses, 
fashionable clothes, etc., they portrayed almost all the different kinds of groups 
and issues that were relevant in the 1990's. This was, for example, teenage 
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rebellion, drug abuse, AIDS, pregnancy, sex scandals, alcoholism, racial 
segregation, and human rights issues. In the show we saw many of the 
different types of families that had been present since, at least, the 1980's – for 
example, the nuclear family (with the twins Brenda and Brandon Walsh), 
families where there was only one parent (Kelly Taylor's family), where the 
parents are both absent (Dylan McKay's family) and even where the teenager 
was raised by a single grandparent (Andrea Zuckerman – who furthermore was 
a Jew and lived on the 'wrong side of town’) – Andrea later married (and 
divorced) a Catholic Latino, and created a multi-religious and multi-ethnic 
family. All these different characters made it likely that most teenagers of the 
1990's would be able to relate to the TV series; and it was a somewhat realistic 
picture of the upper-middle class society.  
In TV shows in the 90’s and the 00’s, there was a more realistic portrayal of 
families, in general, compared to earlier. It seems likely that this is partially due 
to the amount of information being shared, and taboos being broken – which is 
significant of the Net Generation society.  
 
The Net Generation as a Phenomenon 
Since the members of the Net Generation were born at a time where digital 
media was popular, many of them began using these media early on in their 
lives. Broad access to media, like computers, video games and, now, the 
internet, had significant influence in the process of their socialization. The Net 
Generation explored the world and learned social interaction in a different way 
than in prior times. (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005) 
For children of the Net Generation, digital literacy was something they gained, 
to some extent, through their primary socialization. Exposure to Information 
and Communication Technology (ICT) started at a very young age; hence, the 
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Net Generation was introduced to the world through digital media (Tapscott, 
2009). Many of them cannot imagine a world without these technologies.  
The Net Generation seeks creativity and motion in most activities. (Oblinger & 
Oblinger, 2005) According to Oblinger & Oblinger (2005), they like things to go 
fast, and they want tasks with a time limit and a specific goal. If something is 
not fast, interactive or engaging enough, they may resign from participation. 
Gaining knowledge through discovery and exploring things on their own, or 
with friends, is a much more interesting and efficient way of learning for them. 
Working in teams is more suitable for the Net Generation’s needs, than learning 
in a teacher centered way.  (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005) The Net Generation is 
also defined by their ability to collaborate, and their need for speed, 
entertainment and freedom – in everything they do by Tapscott (2009). 
The Net Generation today is portrayed as actively co-constructing received 
information from the media - they constantly share and exchange information 
with friends, write on their blogs and discuss current issues in online forums. 
They do not only want to take what they are presented uncritically - they are 
more involved in the creation and critique of the communication process. 
(Tapscott 2009) Using the internet can involve many different activities, like 
reading, writing, collaborating with other people, creating your own content, 
etc. The boundaries between producers and consumers have shifted, and many 
websites make it possible for users to modify and improve the content. 
(Tapscott, 2009) 
The Net Generation does not only use the new technologies to search for 
information and keep in touch with friends, they are also used for a wide range 
of entertainment activities. The internet gives access to any kind of information, 
also that, which is considered taboo (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005) that the young 
people can find information on their own, makes it easier for them to learn new 
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things, and makes them less afraid of sharing their doubts with family and 
friends.  
 
The Family Dynamic of the Net Generation 
The Net Generation family structure appears to be different, in relation to that 
of the Baby Boomers. In the Net Generation family, the hierarchy is no longer so 
clear, since the members of the Net Generation grew up in a new kind of family 
democracy, where everybody could have a say. The information no longer 
comes directly from the father; instead, all members share what they need to 
communicate. This makes conversations more open - there is room for 
discussions, and differences in opinion are accepted. (Tapscott, 2009) 
As Tapscott’s (2009) recent study shows, parents claim to be less authoritarian 
towards their children, than their parents were to them. Instead of expecting 
their children to follow the rules, they are willing to discuss them openly. 
However, this situation does not mean that parents abdicate from their 
“parenting” role –certain rules must be followed. The difference is that children 
are now often taking part in the discussion, they are listened to and their needs 
are taken into consideration – the problems are solved together, as a family. 
Furthermore, Tapscott (2009) explains that a turning point, in the power 
relations, is the moment where the child becomes a “home expert” in using 
new technology – especially the internet, laptops, mobile phones, and MP3 
players. Suddenly parents become students in their own houses. The Net 
Generation is able to teach their parents how to use technology, as well as 
things they just learned from the internet. The flow of information now runs 
both ways – not only from parents to children, but also from children to 
parents. 
 40
Before the internet became popular, children were finding their freedom 
outdoors, where they were not controlled by their parents. Today, this situation 
has been reversed. Thanks to mobile phones, children can be, to some extent, 
controlled wherever they are - parents can always call them, asking where they 
are or insist that they come back home earlier. (Tapscott, 2009) 
The amount of information streaming into the home exposes the family to an 
increased negative impression of the outside world. Media today, have a larger 
focus on terrifying incidents, problems, homicides and so forth, than they did 
before - which makes parents more concerned about their children’s safety. 
Now, parents have become much more aware of the threats, which are waiting 
“outside”. This resulted in a bigger need for controlling the children’s activities. 
The fear of the strangers increased, and the new expression, “stranger danger”, 
emerged. It began to appear in books, television programs and other 
information sources, directed at children.  (Tapscott, 2009) 
Since the 1990’s, young people started to find their freedom indoors, 
connecting with their friends on the internet. The parents do not usually know 
what their child is doing online; the child can feel safe in cyberspace. Since the 
internet is available on mobile phones, young people can now take this place of 
freedom with them everywhere they go. Nevertheless, children’s lives online 
can make them more susceptible to new threats. For example, children are 
more trustful of strangers, and they can more easily fall victim to abuse or 
deception, since they have a tendency to share everything about themselves. 
(Tapscott, 2009) The parents of the Net Generation have begun to understand 
the dangers of this online life, and according to Tapscott (2009), they always 
want to help their children and they know that such problems should be 
discussed openly. However, according to research, cited in Rosen (2007), only 
about one third of teenagers report having authoritative parents, which are the 
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kind that Tapscott refers to.  
As Tapscott (2009) further explains, when parents allow their children freedom 
online, it lets the members of the Net Generation be closer to them. Children 
spend much time at home and have more freedom to share their opinion. 
Research shows that the Net Generation’s parents are perceived as a source of 
happiness and security. (Tapscott, 2009) 
 “Nearly three in four say their relationship with their parents 
makes them happy. Two out of three teens and college-aged 
young adults say they would first call their parents if they were 
in trouble. Furthermore, these young people are twice as likely 
to trust their parents over their friends. They are also more likely 
to discuss serious issues with their parents than with their 
friends.” (Tapscott 2009) 
A survey from 2007, conducted by Tapscott, reveals that family occupies a very 
high position in the Net Generation value system. (Tapscott, 2009)According to 
the survey, 85 percent of young people think that marriage would make them 
happy. The vast majority of the Net Generation women want to work after 
having children. For more than half of them, getting married and having 
children is more important than achieving career goals. Results of this survey, 
may give the impression that the priorities of the Net Generation women, have 
not change much compared to the previous decades. However, they are much 
more ambitious than women from previous generations. Instead of only raising 
children, the Net Generation mother is now working “two shifts”. She has a job, 
in order to earn money, and also works at home as a home keeper. A change 
has also occurred in the men’s attitude towards family. The Net Generation 
fathers are more involved in housekeeping and raising children, than ever 
before. They also prioritize family higher than career, as the women do. 
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(Tapscott, 2009) 
With regard to existing processes that occur in the society, we can observe the 
changing attitude towards religion. In the past, a typical nuclear family was 
usually religious. Today, religion does not play such a significant role anymore. 
People’s beliefs are much more personalized, and the number of agnostics, 
atheists and people having neutral attitudes, when it comes to their religious 
beliefs, is still growing. The knowledge about religions does not only come from 
parents and religious institutions - a person also can hear and read about 
different religions from radio, television or the internet. They can choose to 
follow religious or philosophical tradition closest to their personal values or 
create own rules that are going to be applied in their lives. (Taylor & James, 
2002) 
Nevertheless, during the 1980’s there was a breakthrough of televangelism – 
religious messages broadcasted through television. Televangelists were 
founding their own channels and producing religion “celebrities”. The Catholic 
Church, which was gradually loosing believers, now tried to regain their power, 
by means that let it reach a larger audience. (Thompson, 2007) Today, there 
continues to be religious channels and radio stations all across America.   
 
Criticism of the Concept 
In this chapter, we will focus on the criticism – a de-construction of the concept, 
in order to reveal some of the inaccuracies and weaknesses, which occur in the 
work of the researchers that we have based our project on. 
One of the main problems with the social construct of the Net Generation is 
that the age frames of the Net Generation are not consistently defined. 
Different researchers present different definitions of the Net Generation that 
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are not entirely the same. This means that the concept of the Net Generation 
can be understood in different ways. In this project, we put our focus mostly on 
Don Tapscott’s definitions, as he can be said to be an expert and an authority in 
this field. Tapscott (2009) writes that the Net Generation consists of people, 
born between 1977-1997. However, we have also worked with Diana and James 
Oblinger, from the North Carolina State University, who put the timeframe of 
the Net Generation on the years 1982-1991. Different dates have also been 
presented by Joshua Glenn (2008), who puts the timeframe on the years 1974-
1983. 
The term “generation”, when used in this context, is being oversimplified. It is 
being used to generalize the people born between 1977 and 1997, as having 
the same features. However, we cannot say that they share the same 
experiences, which is another important factor when defining a generation. In 
the chapter, ‘The Concept of Generations’ we explained how generations are 
defined by events that happen during their early socialization and young-adult 
life. This implies that people born after the internet was popularized and 
became part of everyday life, might be better placed in the next generation - 
called the Next Generation (Tapscott, 2009)  
Moreover, the Net Generation term itself can be incoherent. The term “Net” 
gives associations to people who are, or become, competent in using the 
internet. Researchers (Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005) describe this generation as 
people who had the possibility to use the internet almost all of their lives. 
However, the internet did not become popular until around 1993, which means 
that a significant amount of people, described as the Net Generation, did not 
have access to the internet, for the main part of their youth. The term Net 
Generation, generally describes particular traits of people, who are digitally 
literate and “the first generation to be socialized in a world of digital 
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communications.” (Glenn 2008). The general assumption that, thanks to the 
new technologies, they are better communicators, faster learners and more 
intelligent human beings is met with wide critique; the website 
netgenskeptic.com, founded in 2008, can be used as a good example of this. 
Some of the articles we can find on this page directly describe and refer to 
other research, arguing that the Net Generation is not ‘better’ than their 
predecessors, for instance, “Generational Explanation is an Oversimplification”. 
(Glenn 2008). The way they learn and interact changed thanks to the new 
technology, but it does not automatically make them smarter or better 
learners, as it is generally assumed, by for example Prensky (2006).  
 
Development of the Family Dynamics 
As we have illustrated in the two previous chapters, the difference between the 
Baby Boom Generation and the Net Generation is obvious. As we see, the Baby 
Boom Generation family was at first very traditional, with clear gender roles – 
but over time moved to a more 'modern' family, where the mother, as well as 
the father, was working, and the family watched TV, instead of having 
conversations over the dinner table. We also see how the 'teenagers' start to be 
present in society, and the children and young adults turn further away from 
the traditions and norms of their parents. These teenagers and children are 
today more independent, though it seems that they rely more on their parents 
now, than they did before. This is, to some extent, due to the advancement of 
technologies and the changes in society. Today children use the TV, internet, 
mobile phones and other new media for many different things, and much of 
our daily life revolves around these media.  
 
 45
The Relationship between Literacies and the Generations 
 
Now that we have looked at both the development of the literacies and of the 
two focus generations, we will discuss possible relationships between the two. 
We will first look at the shift in power relations in the family, based loosely on 
the concepts important in “Family Systems Theory”, as it is described by Rosen 
(2007). The seven concepts in question are hierarchies, dyads, triangles, 
boundaries, differentiation, homeostasis and communication. Then we will look 
at how literacies are being used in the families, before we move on to a 
conclusion about the relationship between the “New” Literacies and the family 
dynamics. 
 
A Shift in Power Relations? 
As we saw in the chapter about the Baby Boom Generation, we were dealing 
with a traditional nuclear family, with clearly defined age and gender roles. The 
father was the head of the family and was in charge of the economy, the 
mother was the housewife who took care of cooking, cleaning and caring for 
the children, who were not generally allowed much say in family matters. 
However, as we also saw, the Baby Boomers would begin the change in this 
model by rebelling against the traditional gender roles in society, as well as – to 
some extent – the role of children and young people, and the general 
traditionalistic values based on the Victorian time.  
The parents of the Baby Boomers had a strong belief in authorities; whereas 
the majority of the Baby Boomers were significantly more cynical about 
authorities – in 1966, almost three in four Americans had high confidence in 
scientists, as opposed to around two in five by 1983. (Andreasen, 1994) This is 
something that Rosen (2007) believes has changed with the Net Generation, 
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and Tapscott (2009) believes has become more pronounced. Under any 
circumstances, the willingness to do what parents say has declined, though the 
trust in parents is perhaps higher than ever according to both Tapscott’s (2009) 
and Rosen’s (2007) research. The Net Generation is also characterized by 
wanting freedom and responsibility at work, and they are likely to change jobs 
if their boss tries to control them too much. (Tapscott, 2009; Rosen, 2007) All of 
this seems to indicate that the members of the Net Generation are following in 
the footprints of the Baby Boom Generation, by claiming independence and 
freedom to an even larger degree. 
These developments, along with the many new technologies, are reflected in 
the family structure.  Where parents used to be at the top of the hierarchy, with 
the father over the mother, the picture is not as clear anymore. Children are 
now experts in technology, and are often required to help with, and teach 
parents how to use computers, cell phones and other gadgets. This puts the 
children in an unprecedented position of power, which can cause problems in 
families when the parents no longer feel in control – because they are no longer 
the only source of knowledge. This, combined with the revolution in gender 
roles, leads to neither the age nor the gender roles being clear anymore. This 
means that the hierarchies, which used to be very clear in the traditionalistic 
family model, are now fluid and, at times, fairly “flat”. (Rosen, 2007; Tapscott, 
2009) 
This has naturally also caused significant changes in the dyads and triangles of 
the family models. In a traditional nuclear family with a father, a mother, a son 
and a daughter, there were six dyads (relationships between two people) – 
mother/father, mother/son, mother/daughter, father/son, father/daughter and 
brother/sister – now we see an increasing amount of family models – single 
parents, blended families, cohabitational families, same-sex parents, etc. This 
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means that a child might have up to four, or more parents, and many different 
kinds of siblings – biological, adopted, step- or half-brothers/sisters, who might 
live in several different households. Naturally, this causes a somewhat more 
complex family dynamic than that of the traditional family. We can see an 
example of this in the way that people in a family refer to each other. Take a 
family where the woman has two children from a previous marriage, and is now 
living with a new man – on one hand, the man might refer to the children as his 
wife’s children or as his stepchildren, depending on their relationship. In the 
same way, on the other hand, the children might refer to this new man, as their 
mother’s boyfriend, by his name, as their step father, or even as their father, 
depending on their age and relationship with him. This clearly shows that there 
are now many different dyads, compared to what there were in the traditional 
nuclear family.  
The triangles – which are what happens when there is a conflict in a dyad, and 
another family member steps in to solve it – have arguably also changed. 
Where research showed that mothers would be portrayed as the ones who 
stepped in, the vast majority of the time, through the 1970’s and into the 
1980’s. However, this does not seem to be the case anymore. (Skill, 1994) This 
research is based largely on portrayals of families in popular media, but seems 
to correspond well to reality. Fathers in the 1960’s and 1970’s would often have 
a 60 hour work week, which meant that the mother was the only one able to 
step in - at least when the conflicts were between dyads involving children. 
(Rosen, 2007) Nevertheless, during the 1980’s and 1990’s the portrayal of the 
triangles seemed to change in popular media, where the mother was often 
working a real job, and there were more single parent families or alternative 
family arrangements – see, for examples, “Step by Step”, “The Cosby Show”, 
“The Fresh Prince of Bel Air”, “Judging Amy”, etc. 
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The next thing is, if there has been a change in the boundaries concerning the 
dyads and the families. As we described in the chapter of the Baby Boom 
Generation, the family of the 1950’s was very ‘mono-cultural’ – there was a 
clear sense of what a family was. However, it is our belief, that the new media 
progressively have made it easier to access other cultures, and thus promoted a 
new multi-culturalism. This has arguably had a significant effect on the 
boundaries - the boundaries being what distinguish the dyads from the ‘non-
dyads’ and the families from the ‘non-families’. The increasing multi-culturalism 
brought an influx of new values and norms, which challenged the traditional 
boundaries, since information was much more widely available. We can see this 
with the children growing up around the 1980’s. They would often be home 
alone after school, for several hours, from a fairly young age, making the TV the 
de facto babysitter for these children. (Rosen, 2007) With an average of around 
20 channels per household in the 1980’s, the children would have fairly wide 
access to content. (Andreasen, 1994) This was, of course, nothing compared to 
the access granted by the internet, from the mid-1990’s. At this point children 
would gain nearly unlimited access to information and influence from different 
cultures. With the advent of MySpace, Facebook, and other social network sites 
(SNS), children would be able to get in contact with people, from all over the 
world, and many of their friends would often be from different age groups and 
ethnic backgrounds than their own. (Tapscott, 2009) 
“Today, males aged 18-21 in the United States report that 20 
percent of their best friends are more than two years younger; 
33 percent, more than two years older; 49 percent, from a 
different racial and/or ethnic background; and 60 percent, from 
the opposite sex.“ (Tapscott, 2009, p. 33) 
The development of the SNS and the arrival of video phones and video 
 49
conferences – for example Skype - provided a basis for reflection on the idea of 
“primary” and “secondary” groups, as we discussed them in the chapters about 
socialization. The WWW and the SNS made “groups” a fairly vague concept, 
because it is becoming more difficult to distinguish between groups, as they are 
more informal and plentiful than in prior times. What is a group on, for 
example, Facebook? Can it be a new kind of primary group? Is it perhaps a 
secondary group? Or do we need a new concept of a “tertiary” group? We find 
this very difficult to answer, since an online group can be small, relatively 
lasting and often provides “close” contact, through daily communication via 
text, voice or video conferencing. In our view, this, as well as the 
multiculturalism and the multiplicity of family models, complicates the 
boundaries and differentiation in the family models.  
The differentiation is what sets each individual member of the family apart as 
an individual. Rosen’s (2007) research has shown that the increasing time spent 
on the internet, decreases the “togetherness” or cohesiveness of the family. 
This is not only a matter of them having different interests, but also about all 
these new technologies, that separates the members of the family, physically. 
For example, the father might be working on his computer in his home office, 
while the mother watches a TV show in the living room, the son listens to music 
and play ‘Angry Birds’ on his Smartphone in his room, and the daughter is 
playing dress-up games online in her room. When family members, especially 
the children, are parts of so many different groups, it might strengthen their 
differentiation - but the boundaries of what a family is and is not, and of what a 
dyadic relationship in a family is and is not, are becoming more vague, which 
might create a lack of cohesion in the family. Nevertheless, Tapscott’s (2009) 
research shows that the Net Generation is more interested in family than the 
Baby Boomers were.  
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“In the 1960’s, 40 percent of teens said they’d be better off 
without their parents. Contrast that attitude with the feelings of 
today’s Net Genners. Roughly 80 percent of Net Genners aged 
18 to 25 report speaking to their parents in the past day, nearly 
three-quarters see their parents at least once a week, and half 
say they see their parents daily. Nearly half call one of their 
parents a hero. Even college students who no longer live at 
home touch base with their parents an average of more than 
once a day via phone, e-mail, text message, or other means.” 
(Tapscott, 2009, p. 226) 
In other words, it seems like the homeostasis, the stability of the family unit, is 
not as threatened as the news media sometimes makes it appear. Though there 
are now many different kinds of families, the family has not lost its importance 
to the children, at least if we believe Tapscott’s (2009) research. 
The last concept of the “Family System Theory” is communication, and as we 
have implied several times, there has been a shift in how knowledge is shared 
and produced. As we saw with the people of the Baby Boom Generation, and 
their families, they used literacy mainly as a function, to read and write. This 
illustrates how the first mindset, the “physical-industrial” mindset, by Lankshear 
& Knobel (2007) was widely accepted (see the chapter on ‘Conventional vs. 
“New” Literacies’). In the 1950’s the family recieved information by authorities 
and experts, and had little influence on the media. The television, radio and 
newspapers provided one-way information to the families. Within the family, 
the father often functioned as the authority, distributing the information.  
With the new technologies that appeared over the following decades, the 
family had more options; and the view on literacy started to change. This 
resulted in people’s views moving towards the second mindset, the 
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“cyberspatial-postindustrial” mindset. In other words, this meant that society 
moved from an ‘authoritative system’ to a ‘collaborative system’, since the 
knowledge was no longer being shared and produced by authorities and 
experts, but rather by the ‘collective’. This keys into what we also discussed 
about the hierachies in the beginning of this chapter. We saw how the children 
were now ‘authorities’ regarding certain subjects in the family - where in the 
1950’s, the parents, particularly the father, were the sole authorities concerning 
the information in the family.  
Thenew ‘ethos stuff’,that we described in connection with the “New” Literacies, 
provided the basis for the concept of the produser. The main characteristics of 
the new ‘ethos stuff’ were that it was ‘participatory’, ‘collaborative’ and 
‘distributed’. These are also the main characteristics of the new ways of sharing 
and ‘produsing’ knowledge, which means that the Net Generation has been 
socialized into this way of thinking; and thus this way of sharing and ‘produsing’ 
knowledge has become an ‘automatism’ for them. This ties into, what Tapscott 
(2009) is saying about teamwork and collaboration being the natural way for 
the Net Generation to function. Naturally, this is then also reflected in the 
family dynamics of the Net Generation, where we can see the rise of the 
‘democratic’ or ‘open’ family.  
 
Conclusion 
Based on the previous discussion, about the relationship between the literacies 
and the family dynamics, we are of the conviction that the literacies have come 
to play an important role in the socialization process that we described in the 
chapters on socialization. It seems clear that the literacies, especially the “New” 
Literacies, are responsible for the shift from mono- to multi-culturalism. This 
led to a significant change in the family dynamics, since it broke with the 
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normalization trend of the early 20
th
 century – as describe in the chapters on 
the Baby Boom Generation. It also seems clear that the “New” Literacies are 
largely responsible for the change in the power relations in the family, which 
broke with the traditional authoritarian family style, and introduced the many 
new types of family and new parenting styles – most notably the democratic 
family, where all family members are part of the decision-making processes to 
some degree. 
These changes seem generally positive, though this might be because we are 
part of the same historical discourse that, by and large, celebrates these 
changes. If we look closer there is likely to be several negative effects of these 
developments as well. For example, the lack of a local community, and the 
increasing amount of groups and possibilities to choose from – these 
developments might cause loneliness and stress, because you now may have to 
spend a lot of time, and energy, figuring out who you are as an individual in 
relation to all of this. With the lack of a local community, you might not have 
the same secure base that was present prior to these generations. These 
possible negative ramifications of this development are, however, not the focus 
of this project.  
Seeing as the family is both a societal institution and shaped, to a large degree, 
by socialization, it seems that we can conclude that there is a clear correlation 
between the literacies and the family dynamics. This is because the literacies 
shape the societal structures and institutions, which we showed to be two of 
the key levels of socialization, and is therefore a significant part of the 
socialization processes of the family.  
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Abstract 
The purpose of this project is to investigate the possible correlation between 
the development of the literacies and the change in family dynamics. The 
project is divided into 3 parts. The first part is about the development of the 
literacies, the second part focuses on the two generations – the Baby Boom 
Generation and the Net Generation – and the change in family dynamics 
between these. The third part is an analysis and discussion of the possible 
correlation between the two topics elaborated in the first two parts. Our main 
conclusion is that there is a correlation between the literacies and the change 
in the family dynamics through the concept of socialization. 
  
Group Process Description 
The group decided on the main topic, of 'New' Literacy and family dynamics 
after discussing different approaches to the project. We then divided the 
project in 3 parts, the two first as the background parts and the third as the 
discussion and conclusion part, and divided the themes and topics among all 
group members. We set various deadlines for the drafts of the different parts, 
however ended up postponing them a little. Since we had some problems with 
one person in the group, we had to part and create our own group – which 
meant that we could now proceed without further delay, and keep the final 
deadlines. The group spent a few full days finishing the discussion and the 
conclusion, and we ended up with a project that we are happy with.  
 
Danish Summary 
Dette projekt undersøger hvilken sammenhæng der er mellem literacies, og 
familie dynamikken i de to generationer, Baby Boom generationen og Net 
Generationen. Literacy er traditionelt set det at kunne læse og skrive, eller 
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boglig dannelse. Baseret på ”New Literacy Studies” 'nye' måde at behandle 
literacies, vil vi illustrere hvordan disse har udviklet sig til at blive opfattet som 
en social konstruktion og sociale handlinger, som også tager højde for de 
kulturelle og sociale indflydelser. Efter at have forklaret de vigtigste kendetegn 
af traditionelle og ”New” Literacies, kigger vi på familie dynamikken i USA, først 
med fokus på Baby Boom Generationen - hvor familien primært var ledet af 
forældrene, men hvor de unge begyndte at løsrive sig mere og mere – og 
herefter kigger vi på Net Generationen, som er vokset op med digitale medier 
og internet. Vi prøver, på basis af dette, at etablere sammenhængen mellem 
literacies og familie dynamikken, ved at se på hvor meget eller hvor lidt disse 
familier er påvirket af internettet, mobil telefoner og de mange nye muligheder 
som den nye teknologi har bragt med sig.  
Vi bruger primært forskere som Colin Lankshear & Michelle Knobel (2007), Don 
Tapscott (2009) og Larry D. Rosen (2007), men inkludere en lang række andre 
forskere, inden for blandt andet literacies, generations teori, socialiserings 
teori, familie teori, m.fl. 
Efter at have gennemgået hvad ”New” Literacies er, og hvordan udviklingen 
indenfor familiedynamikken, fra Baby Boom Generationen til Net 
Generationen, har været, kan vi se en klar sammenhæng mellem disse. Vi kan 
især se en ændring i magtrelationerne i familien, hvilket er kraftigt påvirket af, 
at den måde vi ser og bruger literacies på, har ændret sig. 
 
Dimensions 
We plan to cover the dimensions Text and Sign and Subjectivity and Learning. 
Text and Sign by looking at theories about Literacies. Subjectivity and Learning 
by looking at family dynamics from a socio-psychological point of view. 
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